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This study provides empirical evidence supporting the notion that a continuum of behaviors range from one end 
point named active disengagement to another end point named active engagement. We utilized a previously 
analyzed data set and found support for the existence of the engagement continuum and in addition, we found 
support for the idea that the analytical lens of this continuum improves our understanding of the relationships 
between commonly used measures of citizenship behavior, organizational commitment, and psychological bonding.  
One final result of this analysis is the decoupling of the model from references to OCBs and extra-role behavior as 
articulated in the OCB research stream by recognizing that the theoretical grounding of the engagement model and 
the original OCB model was Katz and Kahn (1978). 
 
 
Disengagement in an Organizational Setting 
 
Interest in the phenomenon of employee engagement has gained in both attention and awareness since it was first 
introduced into the scholarly literature more than twenty years ago (e.g., Kahn, 1990; 1992). What does it mean to 
be engaged or even fully engaged at work? What is employee engagement? Over the years, researchers have 
produced a myriad of definitions and approaches (e.g., Macey & Schneider, 2008; Pfeffer, 2007), and seemingly 
these definitions have only been matched in variety and intensity in the works of practitioners and the popular press 
(Baron, 2005; Gallup, 2001; Krueger & Killham, 2005, 2006). In many ways, it is perhaps the popularity of the 
concept of employee engagement that has contributed to its somewhat inconsistent lineage. The search for a 
definition of employee engagement might be likened to encountering a chimera for the first time. At once we are 
fascinated by the multifaceted and idiosyncratic nature of the constituent components of the beast, and yet, we are 
equally horrified, and perhaps underwhelmed, with the loosely configured overall result. Instinctively, almost all 
managers know that they want to achieve a certain level of engagement with all employees but frequently find 
themselves baffled by inconsistent results.  
Building upon this awareness, recent articles in the human resource development (HRD) literature have 
generated equally increasing interest in the concept of employee engagement in the workplace (e.g., Fairlie, 2011; 
Shuck, 2011; Shuck & Herd, 2012; Shuck & Wollard, 2010). At the same time, this burgeoning interest has also 
seemingly generated as many questions about employee engagement has have been answered in the scholarly 
literature. As a construct, employee engagement appears to have loosely coalesced from observations originating 
from practitioner articles (e.g., Gallup, 2001) and the popular press with some growing interest among academic 
researchers. These parallel discussions have also created what might be thought of as two lines of thought about 
employee engagement. The popular discussion, based primarily on anecdotal observations, has focused on the 
economic effects of having engaged employees in the workplace. Alongside the popular discussion, the academic 
literature has concentrated on aspects of what it means to be either engaged or disengaged. One of the most notable 
early efforts at conceptualizing employee engagement was Kahn’s (1990) article describing personal engagement 
and personal disengagement. Kahn’s (1990) definition of personal engagement highlighted the cognitive, emotional, 
and behavioral aspects of engagement as “the simultaneous employment and expression of a person’s ‘preferred 
self’ in task behaviors that promote connections to others personal presence (physical, cognitive, and emotional), 
and active full role performances” (p. 700). This definition is interesting because it incorporates the full extent of 
personal presence, (including physical, cognitive, and emotional qualities) along with the notion of full roll 
performance. The nature of role performance and role characteristics is not a new discussion in either the 
organizational behavior or the HRD literatures; the manner in which workers assume and perform various roles in 
the workplace has been explored for some time (e.g., Blauner, 1964; Graen, 1976; Kahn, 1990, 1992; Katz & Kahn, 
1978; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Merton, 1968). By incorporating role performance into his definition of personal 
engagement, Kahn (1990) was attempting to address what he perceived to be a lack of contextual considerations 
(e.g., Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997) surrounding the discussions of employee 
engagement.  
A variety of research efforts have examined similar constructs including the motivational factors surrounding job 
involvement (Hackman, 1969; Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Maslow, 1950; Vroom, 1995), the 
Dawsey and Taylor                                                                                                                                                       Advances in Business Research 
                                                                                                                                                                                               2012, Vol. 3, No. 1, 63-71 
64 
 
psychological elements (Kahn, 1990, 1992; Katz & Kahn, 1978), the emotional elements (Hochschild, 1979, 
2003/1983; Maslach, 2003; Maslach, Schaufeli & Leiter, 2001) and the extended or SRB elements (Dalal, 2005; 
Grant, 2007; Lee & Allen, 2000; Organ, 1988; Smith, Organ & Near, 1983). Macey and Schneider (2008), in one of 
the major conceptual reviews of emotional labor identified the general types of engagement that lead to the 
development of employee engagement: trait engagement; state engagement; and behavioral engagement. All of this 
points toward something of an evolving, yet still very unclear positioning of employee engagement. This lack of 
clarity is further highlighted in Shuck and Wollard’s (2010) summary of employee engagement definitions (p. 101): 
 
  “Personal engagement is the simultaneous employment and expression of a person’s ‘preferred self’ in task 
behaviors that promote connections to work and to others, personal presence, and active full role performances” 
(Kahn, 1990, p. 700). 
  “A persistent, positive affective-motivational state of fulfillment in employees that is characterized by high 
levels of activation and pleasure” (Maslach et al., 2001, p. 417). 
  “Employee engagement refers to the individual’s involvement and satisfaction with as well as enthusiasm for 
work” (Harter et al., 2002, p. 269). 
  “A distinct and unique construct that consists of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral components that is 
associated with individual role performance” (Saks, 2006, p. 602). 
  “[Engaged] employees are mentally and emotionally invested in their work and in contributing to their 
employer’s success” (Czarnowsky, 2008, p. 6).  
  Trait engagement is defined as the “inclination or orientation to experience the work from a particular vantage 
point” (Macey & Schneider, 2008, p. 5). Psychological state engagement is defined as an antecedent to 
behavioral engagement (encompassing the constructs of satisfaction, involvement, commitment, and 
empowerment; pp. 5-6). Behavioral engagement is “define[d] in terms of discretionary effort” (p. 6). 
 
Even though conversations addressing employee engagement have now been around for over twenty years, there 
has remained a persistent problem in the academic literature in terms of agreement as to what exactly constitutes 
employee engagement. What is employee engagement? What does it mean to be engaged at work? Is engagement a 
behavioral element or a psychological state? These and many similar questions have been explored over the years, 
but the conceptual picture of what engagement might look like has yet to be fully realized and/or measured through 
empirical research. 
In addressing these questions of employee engagement, Dawsey and Taylor (2011) introduced a model of 
worker engagement built around an engagement continuum ranging from Active Disengagement to Active 
Disengagement (AE - ADE). It addresses articles in the popular press (e.g., Gallup, 2001) and gaps in the twenty-
plus-year-old scholarly research stream (e.g., Kahn, 1990; Macey & Scneider, 2008). One of the most cited 
definitions of engagement is drawn from Kahn’s (1990) descriptions of personal engagement and personal 
disengagement (Shuck & Rieo, 2011). Kahn (1990) defined personal engagement as “the simultaneous employment 
and expression of a person's 'preferred self' in task behaviors that promote connections to work and to others, 
personal presence (physical, cognitive, and emotional), and active full role performances” (p. 700). Kahn (1990) 
further defined personal disengagement as the “simultaneous withdrawal and defense of a person's preferred self in 
behaviors that promote a lack of connections, physical, cognitive, and emotional absence, and passive, incomplete 
role performance” (p. 701). Dawsey and Taylor’s (2011) model builds on Kahn’s definitions of personal 
engagement, but contrary to previous theory, the new model no longer views disengagement as simply the absence 
of engagement; instead Dawsey and Taylor’s (2011) research found observable behaviors all along an engagement 
continuum. The AE - ADE continuum (Dawsey & Taylor, 2011) describes workers who perform supra-role 
behaviors (SRBs) (Katz & Kahn, 1978) and who are committed to their organizations as actively engaged; and 
workers who undermine their fellow workers and are not committed to the organization as actively disengaged. It is 
the behavioral element when coupled with the cognitive and emotional elements that accounts for the active forms 
of engagement and disengagement. Figure 1 illustrates the four points along the engagement continuum that 
constitutes the general conceptual framework of the model: Active Engagement, Engagement, Disengagement, and 
Active Disengagement.  
Dawsey and Taylor (2011) defined active engagement as a psychological state of being bonded with the 
organization, and a cognitive state of expressed commitment to the organization (e.g., not planning to leave the 
organization); a further behavioral element of this psychological state (or attitude) would be consistent with 
behaviors typically associated with the early organizational citizenship behavior literature (e.g., Organ, 1988) which 
we now term SRBs given Organ’s (1997) decoupling of OCBs from SRB behavior. In summary, actively engaged 
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employees are bonded with the organization and self-directed in their work, making psychological measures more 
important than cognitive and with a distinct pro-organizational behavioral element.  
Dawsey and Taylor (2011) did not assert that general engagement (or what is often referred to in the literature as 
employee engagement) lacks a behavioral element, instead they asserted that general engagement and general 
disengagement are both attitudes that contain psychological and cognitive components but when the behavioral 
element manifests itself, it will be through supra-role behavior (Katz & Kahn, 1978) rather than through IRB 
behaviors (IRBs) (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Macey and Schneider (2008) also noted engagement concepts encompassing 
psychological states, traits, and behaviors, including elements of higher than normal effort and involvement.  
The current study applies Dawsey and Taylor’s model to an existing data set of supervisor and subordinate dyads 
with measures of IRBs and SRBs, perceptions, and performance. The purpose of the study is to see if behaviors and 
attitudes consistent with the engagement model shown below in Figure 1 can be found in this existing dataset. 
 
Figure 1: Engagement Continuum 
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This study utilized a data set that initially was designed and deployed for a study published by Tepper and Taylor 
(2003) containing measures of mentorship, organizational citizenship behavior, justice, and other known covariates.  
The data set contains 314 dyads drawn from a survey of over 2,000 supervisors and their subordinates from 78 
national guardsmen units in a Midwestern state. Tepper and Taylor's (2003) research demonstrated that supervisory 
mentoring enhanced subordinate perceptions of organizational justice which in turn led to increased levels of OCB 




In most research projects the following discussion would be found in the literature review but in this case, where 
an existing data set, created for another purpose is assessed for its usefulness as a study of Dawsey and Taylor’s 
(2011) engagement continuum, this problem has arisen in the measures section of the study. The original data set 
included a measure of OCBs as envisioned by Organ (1988) and attacked by Morrison (1994). The original 
presentation of the engagement continuum (Dawsey & Taylor, 2011) was explained using terminology commonly 
associated with OCBs (e.g., in-role and extra-role behavior). It now appears that any model conforming to Katz & 
Kahn’s (1978) theory of roles must use terminology that is not a part of the in-role / extra-role debate surrounding 
OCBs and contextual performance and therefore, we have adopted IRB to designate in-role behavior as envisioned 
by Katz & Kahn (1978) and SRB to designate supra-role behavior described in the theory of roles (Katz & Kahn, 
1978). 
The 20-item survey measure of organizational citizenship behavior (Organ 1988) was successfully challenged by 
Morrison (1994) when she demonstrated that a majority of respondents to a survey containing the 20-item OCB 
measures viewed 18 of the 20 items as in-role behavior and Morrison therefore concluded that OCBs did not exist if 
respondents were engaging in in-role behaviors. Organ (1997) noted that this was a weakness of the measure and not 
of the construct; but he then removed the requirement that citizenship behaviors must be extra-role behavior and 
invoked Motowidlo and Van Scotter’s (1994) contextual performance. Organ’s elimination of the extra-role 
requirement for OCBs effectively decoupled OCB from its theoretical roots (i.e., one of Katz and Kahn’s (1978) 
theory of roles - supra-role behavior which the extant literature now calls extra-role behavior and/or OCBs).  
Dawsey and Taylor’s engagement model rests directly on the theory of roles as articulated by Katz and Kahn (1978) 
and therefore tests of the engagement model requires measures of psychological commitment and the three 
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behavioral roles in Katz and Kahn’s (1978) theory of roles (i.e., in-role behavior (IRB), supra-role behavior (SRB), 
and commitment).  
The original 20-item OCB measure, with its significant variance as to whether the survey items were IRB or 
SRB (Morrison, 1994) in the eyes of the worker, was found to be very useful for the planned analysis because it 
measured both IRB and SRB behavior and because the dataset also contained measures of IRB / SRB perception for 
both the supervisor and the subordinate for each of the 20 survey items. A further benefit of the measure is that it 
addresses the three forms of work conceptualized in today’s labor market: the physical tasks of a wall paper factory, 
plus emotional labor (Hochschild, 2003/1983), and knowledge work (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Davenport, 2005).  
In other words, had Morrison (1994) taken the tact that Organ (1988) had an operationalization problem because the 
original OCB construct assumed that IRBs were physical tasks and assumed that SRBs were emotional labor and 
knowledge work then the debate over whether OCBs were necessarily SRB behaviors would necessarily have taken 
a different course since Morrison’s (1994) study of nurses in a hospital setting involved workers whose principle 
duties involved knowledge work and emotional labor. This could be explained in part by noting that the extant 
vocabulary of the day did not include emotional labor as a concept (i.e., Hochchild gave us emotional labor in 1983, 
Smith, Organ, and Near gave us OCBs in 1983). It is also worth noting that it was an objective of F. W. Taylor’s 
classical scientific management was the division of labor in such a way that the physical task became the work of 
the subordinate and the knowledge work became the purview of the supervisor.   
Contextual performance (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994) likewise is inadequate when applied to this analysis 
because contextual performance simply identifies whether or not a task is an IRB thereby creating a dichotomy of 
“in-role” and “not in-role,” effectively ignoring the SRBs of the theory of roles (e.g., Not in-role isn’t the conceptual 
equivalent of supra-role.   
Katz & Kahn (1978) correctly assert that there are roles assumed by organization members that enhance the 
likelihood of organizational success or reduce the likelihood of organizational failure which are simply in- or supra- 
simply because of role perceptions. There are roles that remain supra-role even if the role incumbent declares it to be 
in-role. You cannot order a soldier to run in front of a machine gun, yet when one does, and saves lives, the leader of 
the organization will be glad that the soldier saw it as part of his job to do what the leader couldn’t actually order the 
soldier to do. Or when school teachers run in front of a machine gun to save lives, we’re glad that the teacher saw it 
as part of their job when asked about what they did and why. Brave souls perform heroic deeds (supra-role 
behavior), and those same brave souls will later explain, “I was just doing my job,” – this is supra-role behavior and 
not simply a matter of role perception. 
Nine survey items were selected as the focus for analysis as a way to link this operationalization of OCBs to the 
extant research in the field (Dierdorff, Rubin, & Bachrach, 2012) and concurrently account for a labor market 
economy where most jobs include more knowledge work and emotional labor than physical tasks. Three survey 
items were used to construct a sub-scale termed helping coworkers (e.g., shares ideas with co-workers); these three 
items also focus on knowledge work. Three additional survey items were selected that tapped into the subscale 
conscientious compliance or a quality focus (e.g., beats work deadlines); these items also address things surrounding 
the performance of physical tasks. The third set of survey items constitutes pro-organizational behavior or 
organizational dedication (e.g., welcomes newcomers to the organization); and concurrently focused on things 
typically thought of as emotional labor. These behaviors were reported by the supervisor of the worker performing 
the behavior by using a standard 5 point Likert scale, with scale scores ranging from 1 – strongly disagree to 5 – 
strongly agree. The items were selected in a manner that addressed the nature of work in the modern economy by 
including tasks that address emotional labor, knowledge work, and physical tasks. 
Anti-organizational behavior, the theoretical opposite of OCB, was measured with the following two item scale: 
“hinders the efforts of coworkers to be successful” and “gives misleading information to coworkers.” These 
behaviors were reported by the supervisor using a 5-point Likert scale with scores ranging from 1 - strongly disagree 
to 5 - strongly agree.   
Psychological bond is the mean score of 5 items, taken from a 10 item psychological contract scale (Millward 
and Hopkins, 1998; Raja, Johns, & Ntalianis, 2004; Rousseau, 1989). The Likert type scale ranges from 1 to 5 where 
1 represented the lowest level of bonding and 5 the highest. The five survey items were: “I feel a personal 
connection with this organization,” “Being in this organization is a significant part of who I am as a person,” “I feel 
a strong emotional bond with the organization,” “I would experience significant regret if I stop being associated with 
the organization,” and “My role in the organization affects many aspects of my life.” 
Organizational commitment, conceptualized by Katz and Kahn (1978) as a willingness of the individual to 
remain with the organization, was measured with three survey items that asked the respondents about their intention 
to quit the organization. A Likert type scale was utilized where 1 reflected no intention to quit and 5 represented 
someone who fully intended to quit. 
Dawsey and Taylor                                                                                                                                                       Advances in Business Research 
                                                                                                                                                                                               2012, Vol. 3, No. 1, 63-71 
67 
 
The engagement index is the product of the psychological bond and organizational commitment variables after 
reverse recoding commitment so that a 5 reflects a high degree of intent to remain with the organization. Since 
commitment and psychological bond each have scale scores ranging from 1 to 5, then the range of values for this 
index is 1 to 25.  After calculating the engagement index we sorted the 314 records in the data set on the engagement 
index.   
The engagement category was the last variable created. Five engagement categories were created as originally 
presented in Dawsey and Taylor’s (2011) model (see Figure 1). Each item in the data set was assigned to one of the 
5 categories based upon the engagement index score. Those data records were placed, within plus or minus one 
standard deviation of the mean (11.75, SD = 6.97), into the compliant category. This turned out to be 65% of the 
observations or roughly two thirds of the data records and not inconsistent with a normal distribution. The remaining 
one third of the file was split in half with one sixth (55 records) representing the two engagement categories of the 
model, and the other sixth (56 records) representing the two disengagement categories. The values in the 
engagement index provided very natural break points - as 21 items were assigned to the active engagement category 
and the remaining 34, with lower index scores, were assigned to the engagement category. Similar break points were 
found within the disengagement items with the result that 23 items were assigned to the active disengagement 
category and the remaining 33 were assigned to the disengagement category. Figure 1 includes a summary of the 
number of records placed in each category.   
Alphas for all measures were well above Nunnally’s (1978) .7 guideline; alpha scores are shown on the diagonal 
of the correlation matrix in Table 1.   
 
Table 1: Means, Standard Deviations, Intercorrelations, and Coefficient Alphas 
 
  Variable Mean S.D. 1  2  3  4  5   6  7  
  1.  Psychological Bond 3.43 1.01 (.88 )             
  2.  Intent to Quit (commitment) 3.27 1.56 .58 ** (.88 )           
  3.  Engagement Index 11.75 6.97 .84 ** .84 ** (na)         
  4.  Helping Coworkers 3.61 .82 .23 ** .17 ** .23 ** (.88 )       
  5.  Quality of work 3.63 .80 .21 ** .16 ** .22 ** .87 ** (.90 )     
  6.  Pro-organizational Behavior 3.59 .81 .27 ** .20 ** .27 ** .89 ** .84 ** (.89 )   
  7.  Anti-organizational behavior 2.26 .97 -.11  .02  -.08  -.31  -.25 ** -.31 ** (.92 ) 
  
 




On an item by item basis, each OCB survey item was classified according to whether the supervisor indicated a 
particular task as IRB (“an integral part of the job”) or SRB (“above and beyond the scope of the job”) and whether 
the subordinate indicated the task as IRB or SRB.  Each of the nine survey items are shown in Table 2. 
   
Table 2: Leader and Subordinate In-role Behavior/Supra-role Behavior Perceptions  
with Performance Levels 
 










Coworker helping         
Share ideas – w/coworkers  3.60 50% 3.70 26% 3.60 16% 3.60 8% 
Treats coworkers courteously  3.60 56% 3.90 24% 3.60 12% 3.80 8% 
Encourages coworker innovations  3.50 46% 3.70 29% 3.20 15% 3.50 10% 
Average 3.57 51% 3.77 26% 3.47 14% 3.63 9% 
Quality of work         
Works carefully  3.00 55% 3.60 25% 3.50 12% 4.00 8% 
Works Error free 3.70 57% 3.80 27% 3.50 12% 4.00 4% 
Beats deadlines on work 3.55 41% 3.63 36% 3.30 16% 3.56 8% 
Average 3.42 51% 3.68 29% 3.43 13% 3.84 7% 
Pro-Org-Behavior         
Welcomes newcomers to the  
organization (5) 
3.60 56% 3.90 21% 3.50 12% 3.70 11% 
Takes pride in the organization when talking about it (12) 3.55 48% 3.71 25% 3.48 16% 3.70 11% 
Tells outsiders this is a good place to work (16) 3.56 35% 3.63 30% 3.20 16% 3.57 17% 
Average 3.50 50% 3.69 25% 3.42 15% 3.69 10% 
Note:  N = 314 dyads. 
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Our initial observation is inconsistent with the cross-sectional studies in the OCB literature. In every case, more 
of the task behavior was performed when the task was viewed as SRB by the subordinate without regard to the 
supervisors’ perceptions. This is contrary to the Morrison’s (1994) criticism that OCBs are simply an artifact of 
occasions when the subordinate views a task as IRB and performs the task as part of the job; while at the same time 
the supervisor views it as SRB (e.g., simply a difference of opinion). This is also contrary to the conventional 
bureaucratic wisdom that if you want a specific task to be performed, you should incorporate it into an employee’s 
job description (e.g., make it IRB). This also suggests that management attempts to enhance performance by 
redefining SRB tasks as IRB results in the just the opposite. Finally, this initial analysis suggests that the important 
role perception is the perception of the individual performing the task and not the perception to the supervisor.   
The previously mentioned analysis was repeated by selecting only the actively engaged and the actively 
disengaged and comparing the mean scores for each group with the results in Tables 3, 4, and 5. As shown in Table 
3 the actively engaged performed more of these behaviors than did those who were actively disengaged without 
regard to role perception. The results of those nine one-way ANOVAs support the ability of the engagement model 
cited to explain significant differences in behavior.  
In Table 4, a series of one-way ANOVAs comparing the subordinates who reported an IRB role-perception
1
 for 
each of the nine survey items are reported. Although actively engaged workers performed more in each of the nine 
areas, only about half of the differences were significant. In Table 5, a series of one-way ANOVAs comparing the 
subordinates who reported an SRB role-perception for each of the nine survey items are reported. Although actively 
engaged workers performed more of it in each of the nine areas, only about half of the differences were significant. 
One little notable oddity is that if the difference is significant in Table 4 it isn’t in Table 5 and vice versa. 
 
Table 3: One Way ANOVAs 
 
Behavior AE Mean (SD) ADE Mean (SD) Degrees of Freedom F statistic p-value 
Coworker helping      
Sharing ideas with coworkers 4.33(.66) 3.17(.98) (1, 42) 20.6 .000** 
Treating coworkers courteously 4.19(.68) 3.13(.87) (1, 42) 20.0 .000** 
Encourages coworker innovations  4.14(.99) 3.04(.88) (1, 42) 21.8 .000** 
Conscientious compliance      
Works carefully  4.24(.77) 3.13(.87) (1, 42) 19.9 .000** 
Works error free 4.24(.70) 3.09(.90) (1, 42) 22.0 .000** 
Beats deadlines  4.10(.70) 2.96(.77) (1, 42) 26.3 .000** 
Organizational dedication      
Takes pride in the organization when  
talking about it 
4.14(.66) 3.26(.75) (1, 42) 17.1 .000** 
Tells outsiders this is a good place to work 4.00(.78) 3.35(.65) (1, 42) 9.2 .004** 
Welcomes newcomers to the organization 4.10(.78) 3.22(.85) (1, 42) 13.8 .001** 
 ** p < .05.        
 
Table 4: One Way ANOVAs Comparing IRBs 
 
Behavior Mean SD Degrees of Freedom F statistic p-value 
Coworker helping      
Sharing ideas with coworkers  (AE) 





(1, 21) .37 .55 
Treating coworkers courteously  (AE) 





(1, 29) 9.52 .00** 
Encourages coworker innovations  (AE) 





(1, 16) 2.58 .12 
Conscientious compliance      
Works carefully  (AE) 





(1, 30) 5.51 .03** 
Works error free  (AE) 





(1, 28) 4.36 .046** 
Beats deadlines  (AE) 





(1, 17) 1.77 .20 
Organizational dedication      
Takes pride in the organization when talking about it  (AE) 





(1, 24) 1.1 .31 
Tells outsiders that this is a good place to work  (AE) 





(1, 19) .71 .41 
Welcomes newcomers to the organization  (AE) 





(1, 27) 1.96 .17 
* p < .1, ** p < .05.   
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Table 5: One Way ANOVAs comparing SRBs 
 
Behavior Mean SD Degrees of Freedom F statistic p-value 
Coworker helping      
Sharing ideas with coworkers  (AE) 





(1, 19) 11.82 .00** 
Treating coworkers courteously  (AE) 





(1, 11) .33 .58 
Encourages coworker innovations  (AE) 





(1, 24) 6.75 .02** 
Conscientious compliance      
Works carefully  (AE) 





(1, 10) 1.42 .26 
Works error free  (AE) 





(1, 12) 3.96 .07* 
Beats deadlines  (AE) 





(1, 23) 10.12 .00** 
Organizational dedication      
Takes pride in the organization when talking about it  (AE) 





(1, 16) 8.03 .01** 
Tells outsiders that this is a good place to work (AE) 





(1, 21) 5.66 .03** 
Welcomes newcomers to the organization  (AE) 





(1, 13) 2.03 .18 




This analysis found the existence of behaviors consistent with the model described in Figure 1 thereby providing 
evidence supporting the model as articulated. Further study can exclude the complexity of determining whether the 
supervisor views a task as an in- or extra- role behavior; all that seems to matter is the perception of the person 
performing the task as to in- or SRB perception. It further appears that the engagement construct can have 
significant explanatory power with respect to IRB and SRB task performance in the workplace. Finally, the nature of 
work (i.e., physical tasks, knowledge work, and emotional labor) will necessarily become part of any analysis of role 
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